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Delivery direct 
to abattoir 
No. 764 427 9 328 128 107 93 
% of those 
slaughered 100 56 43 17 14 12 
Delivery after 
saleyard auction 
No. 781 381 9 391 181 147 63 
% of those 
slaughtered 100 49 so 23 19 8 
Average carcase weights before trimming for faults were 19.6 kg and 18.8 kg for direct and 
saleyard auction respectively. Average carcase weights after trimming for faults were"I9.2 kg 
and 18.3 kg~ 
Other 
Condem- 
nations 
Total 
rejected 8 1 B . . e ow for export ruismg Standard 
Total 
graded 
carcases 
Causes of Rejection 
Table 1 
CARCASE REJECTION RATES, CAUSES AND GRADES 
• The saleyards ... a source of carcase damage? 
That article and a Farmnote ... 
"Handle market sheep with care" 
(No. 10/78) suggested that producers 
could minimise such wastage by 
avoiding: 
• bruising and physical injury such 
as broken legs; 
• grass seeds in the carcase; 
• carcase contamination with fleece 
dirt; 
• underweight, deformed and sick 
sheep, and 
• injection abscesses. 
One of the most promising avenues 
of potential savings indicated by the 
survey was reduction of bruising. 
The saleyard system of disposal 
involves more handling than direct 
delivery to abattoir due to unloading, 
Cheesy gland $1.7m 
Cysticercus ovis 0.4m 
Bruising I .Om 
Grass seeds 0.24m 
Below standard 0.75m 
Background 
The major ca uses of carcase rejection 
for export which the producer can 
influence was estimated to cost 
Western Australia's industry $4.09 m 
in 1978. This was established in a 
1975/76 survey of causes of rejection 
of sheep and lamb carcases at export 
abattoirs, published in this Journal in 
1978 (Vol. 19, No. I, p. 10). The 
survey covered more than 48,000 
sheep and 25,000 lambs. When its 
results were applied to 1978 sheep 
industry figures they indicated the 
following financial losses due to the 
specific causes identified in the 
survey: 
Agricultural economists, and many 
farmers, have long believed that extra 
handling of slaughter sheep between 
farm and abattoir incurs more 
carcase damage and thus more cost 
against the industry ... a cost which 
is largely passed back to the 
producer. 
The research reported in this article 
points to a considerable wastage cost 
due to the extra handling incurred in 
saleyard, compared with direct 
delivery to abattoir. 
By C. L. McDonald, R. H. Wroth 
and R. J. Suiter, Research Officers, 
Sheep and Wool Branch. 
Reducing carcase rejection 
A comparison of carcase rejection rates in sheep 
delivered either direct from farm to abattoir or via the 
saleyard system. 
• Severe bruising damage. 
• Grass seed damage. 
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The experiment 
Groups of approximately 200 aged 
ewes, five to six years old, were 
divided randomly into two treatment 
groups-direct delivery from farm to 
abattoir or delivery to abattoir after 
saleyard auction. The animals' 
positions on the commercial sem- 
trailer-upper or lower deck, front or 
rear half of a deck-were taken into 
account also. The same operator was 
engaged wherever feasible, to · 
transport eight separate groups 
( 1,549 ewes total) from four 
Department of Agriculture Research 
Stations to the Midland auction 
and/ or the Western Australian Meat 
Commission abattoir at Robb Jetty. 
The distances from research stations 
to these destinations ranged from 200 
to 900 km. 
Data recorded were: 
• bruising score by location, size and 
depth; 
• post-trimming carcase weight; 
• number of carcases condemned 
and the cause; 
• number of carcases rejected from 
export in carcase form, and the 
causes; 
• number of carcases graded and the 
export grade; and 
• number of carcases graded in the 
trim grade category. 
Results and discussions 
The results of grading and rejections 
for the I 549 ewes, are shown in 
Table.I 
The most-frequently bruised area was 
the shoulder, followed by the hind 
leg. The saleyard auction resulted in 
twice the number of bruises in the 
hind leg area, and from 1.5 to 1.75 
times the number of bruises in other 
carcase areas, when compared with 
similar bruising if sheep were 
delivered direct to the abattoir. 
Bruises in the hind leg area are the 
most damaging economically as they 
involve a valuable cut and often 
result in rejection. Bruises in the 
shoulder region affect a less valuable 
cut and result in fewer rejections than 
do bruises in the hind leg area. 
Method of delivery, position on the 
truck and distance travelled had no 
effects on liveweights or carcase 
weights. However, carcase grades and 
rejection rates were affected by the 
method of delivery. 
This assumes that about 70 per cent 
of lambs and 15 per cent of sheep are 
delivered direct. 
Thus an estimated 2.9 million sheep 
and lambs a year were sold for 
slaughter through the indirect 
(saleyard) system. A small rejection 
rate, applied to this number of sheep, 
could incur a significant economic 
loss to the industry. 
If similar levels of difference in 
rejection rates applied between direct 
and indirect delivery of lambs to 
abattoir, the cost would become even 
more serious. This is because the 
price difference between graded and 
rejected lamb carcases is greater than 
with mutton. For example in 1979/80 
a 'red 2' lamb carcase of 15 kg 
averaged $17.85 whereas if that 
carcase were downgraded through 
trimming due to bruises, the price 
would have dropped to $15.00. If the 
damage were more severe, for 
example through the loss of a 
valuable cut, the 'piecerneat' price 
was $9.45. 
The Lamb Marketing Board has 
indicated that substantial losses result 
also from downgrading due to the 
extra delay, stress and handling 
involved in the farm-saleyard- 
abattoir circuit. 
2.43 
0.47 
indirect lambs, farm- 
! saleyard-abattoir 
I I 
sheep, farm- 
I . saleyard-abattoir 
! I I I Total sheepjlamb 
j I slaughter ~~~~~--'-~~----' 
lambs, farm to 
abattoir 
I sheep, farm to 
I abattoir 
I direct 
4.42 
- milliol head 
1.09 
0.43 
drafting into sale Jots, yarding, 
regrouping and loading into trucks. 
An experiment conducted in 1979 by 
the three authors compared the effect 
that this extra handling had on 
bruising, carcase grades and rejection 
rates with those incurred by direct 
delivery of sheep from the farm to 
the abattoir. 
A breakdown of the 1979 / 80 
slaughter figures indicates sales 
through the various avenues as: 
l 
92 
GA1'E · $LAMMING 
Thus, the cost to the industry of 
mutton rejections due to bruising and 
below standard from using the 
saleyard system rather than direct 
delivery is about $268,600 per million 
sheep. On 1979 f 80 sheep numbers 
this represents about $652,700, quite 
apart from losses due to lamb carcase 
damage. 
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5\TING DOGS 
OVER-CROWDED TRANSPORT~ 
The study found rejection rates in 
direct delivery groups of 17 per cent 
for bruising and 14 per cent for 
below standard. The figures for 
groups delivered via the saleyard 
circuit were 23 per cent and 19 per 
cent respectively. Thus the estimated 
cost per million head of sheep passing 
through each system, using 1979 f 80 
prices is: 
Cost to the industry 
Using published weight-and-grade 
prices, averaged over the 1979 f 80 
financial year and taking into 
account differential prices between 
grades, the consignments used in the 
experiment would have brought 
69.02 cf kg without rejections. 
However, a carcase rejected for 
bruising would have brought 61.32 
cf kg and a carcase rejected as below 
standard, 49. 92 cf kg. This represents 
losses of 7. 7 cf kg and 19.1 cf kg, or 
assuming a 19 kg carcase, $1.46 and 
$3.62 per head. 
Another aspect is time. Animals 
delivered to the abattoir via the 
auction system were slaughtered 24 
hours after those delivered direct but 
despatched from the farm at the same 
time. This extra time off feed and 
water was associated with big 
differences in carcase grades and the 
number of below-standard carcases. 
These differences were not associated 
with significant losses in carcase 
weights. Dehydration may have 
altered the appearance of the sheep 
delivered via the auction system 
enough to have caused this difference 
in export grade. 
The major effect causing increased 
rejection rates due to more bruising 
and below-standard carcases, can be 
related to the method of delivery to 
the abattoir ... that is the extra 
handling due to the saleyard 
procedure of unloading, drafting into 
sale lots, yarding, regrouping and 
loading on to trucks for delivery to 
the abattoir. 
